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209. Likewise, i n  June, July and August, Nevada Bell satistied the 20-minute 

benchmark by returning FOCs on 26. 20  and 23 electronically received, electronically handled 

UNE xDSL capable loops in 1.2 minutcs, 5.4 minutes and 1 .2  minutes, respectively.'"' Thesc 

performance metric results, which reflect actual experience in a coniniercial setting, dciiionstrate 

that Ncvada Bcll rctunis FOCs in a timely and consistent basis in the quantities that competitors 

are currently demanding.'"" Accordingly, the Commission believes the FCC should find that 

Nevada Bell returns FOCs in a way that allows a competing carrier a meaningful opportunity to 

conlpclc. 

2 I O .  A n  examination of Pacific Bell's performance results provides further evidence 

that Nevada Bell satisfies this aspect of Chccklist Item 2.  Pacific Bell has consistently responded 

io more orders by returning FOCs promptly for various types of  product^.^"' These data 

demonstratc that Nevada Bell's Regional OSS can retuni FOCs in a timely manner in response lo 

the current and rcasonahly forcseeablc volunic of CLEC requests. 

21 1 .  Nevada Bell performance results with respect to clectronically received, manually 

handled FOCs demonstratc that the Company promptly returns FOCs even where CLEC orders 

fall out and require human intervention. Nevada Bell returned one hundrcd percent of 

elecironically received, riianually handled FOCs within thc applicable benchmark intervals 

bet\reeti June and August, 2001 .~'7' 111 .I~ine, J u l y  and August, 2001, for instance. Nevada Bell 

relurricd a FOC on 59, 35 and 67  requests for sDSL capable loops in  an average of 2.81, 2.33 

and 2.98 hours, wcll within the newly established (,-hour benchmark."' During thaf same 

period, Nevada Bell returned a FOC on 28. 25 and 10 electronically received, manually handled 

UNE basic loop requests in 1.76, I .95 and I .56 hours, wel l  under thc 6-hour benchmark that the 

Scc Exhihi1 111. Johnson Supplenieiital Rcbuttsl a i  18: GSI Auachnient  K (PM 2. Sub-mcasures 201300 

See .  e P , SBC Tcxas Older  ' 17 I icoiicluding that S B C  " i s  providing r in iely order confirmaiioii to 

SCC Exl i ib i i  144. Johnson Supplemrntal Rehiirtal a t  I 8  n 37 Behveen J u n e  and  August 2001. Pacific Bell 
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Sre Exhihit 144, Jolinson Supplrnicnral Krhuiral a t  IC). Ediihir 114. Johnson Supplemental Kebuiia!, GSJ 

~.~ 

.Attachment K. Phl 2. Submeasures 203900 and 21 3900. 



Docket So. 00-7031 Page 98 

Commission estahlishcd in the PM collaborative proceedings.”’ Between June and Augus(, 

2001, Pacific Bell’s performance \vas also perfect.“‘ 

2 12. Finally, Nevada Bell’s (and Pacific Bell’s) performance measurement results for 

inanuaIIy-recei\.ed, nianually-handled FOCs are outstanding. During the three-month period 

hctween June and August 2001, Nevada Bell (and Pacific Bell) did not report a single 

Thc nuiiiher oftnaiiually received LSRs by CLECs has decreased as they migrate to electronic 

ordering systems. but Nevada Bell’s results for the two primary products that CLECs order 

inanually -- rcsale residential POTS and resale Centrex ~ meet the applicable standard. Turning 

first to resale rcsidetitial POTS order, “Between January and I u l y ,  2001, Nevada Bell returned a 

FOC on more than 3,000 resale residential POTS requests in an avcrage of approximately 1.50 

hours.”“(’ I n  August.  Nevada Bell rcturned a FOC on 571 rcsale residential POTS requests in an 

averagc o f  1.25 h ~ u r s . ’ ~ ’  

213. Nmada  Bell’s perfomiance with respect to resale Centrex LSRs also meets the 

applicablc standard. Bctween January and July, 2001, Nevada Bell returned a FOC on more than 

1,330 resale Centrex rcqucsls i n  an average o f  I .74 hours:”’ In August alone Nevada Bell 

relurncd a FOC 011 241 resale Centrci  requests i n  an average o f  I .84  hour^.^" These resulls 

demonslratc Ihat Nevada Bell rcttirns FOCs on current and forcsecable quantities of manually 

received orders in a rcasonahly prompt t i i i iL .  Pacific Bell’s performance resulls once again 

confimi that Nevada Bell affords CLECs access to thc Regional OSS in a manner that allows an 

cfficicnt CLEC a nieaniiipful opponunily to compete. 

, ?xn 

, .  

~~~~~ ~ 

. -. 
See  Eslliblt 114. Johnson Supplemental Rehurtal: 
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.. 
11. Issues raised by Staff, BCP. or Competitive Providers 

214. I n  Phase I, BCP did not reach a conclusion with respect to Nevada Bell’s ordering 

systems. Instead the BCP indicated that a conclusion required a review o f  performance 

measurements and (he results o f t h c  California test results. This analysis would “be completed in 

Phase BCP did not filc lcstimoiiy in Phase 11-B. The Staff likewise did not make a 

reconiniendalion about the adequacy o f  Nevada Bell’s ordering systems in Phase I o f  this 

proceeding. Unlike BCP, the Staff did file teslimony in Phase 11-B of the proceeding. Here 

again. Iioweier, the Staff did not provide a recommendation on the nondiscriminatory aspect, 

functionality or commercial readiness of h’evada Bell’s ordering systcnis.’*~ Rather. the Staff 

inaintaincd thal  it could not reach a conclusion about Nevada Bell’s OSS because i t  was not a 

party to the California OSS Test.jxi The results o f  that test are now clear: the Regional OSS 

passcd the rigorous third party test administered by the CPUC and, as a practical matter, the 

Regional OSS is operationally ready to meet current and rcasonably foreseeable demand. 3K1 

21 5. Two competitive providers expressed conccrns about Nevada Bell’s ability to 

return FOCs in a timely manncr. One carricr, ATG, withdrew its testimony on this point and 

withdrew from thc proceedin,. 

“probleiiis” i n  tlic return ofFOCs that were handled on a fully electronic basis.3R6 Without 

spccifying the subnicasurc, Mr. Vivien and Ms. Oliver for WorldConi simply stated, “In this case 

?Xi The other carrier, WorldCom, claimed that i t  had experienced 

_ _  
5 2  Exhib i l  19, Fr iduss’Henipf l inr Direct a t  3 2  
See Exhibit 153. Otsuka Plianc 11-13 Dim a t  2 
:eC a[ 2 .  
Califoniia Orderat  7R ~ 109 
Tianscrim ofPro&, Vol. 20 a t  1813-1-1 (Ocr. 22. 2001)  (CHAIRMAN SODERBERG: The 
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Commission has IecciLed a l r l te r  signed by Kate Marshal l  on b r l i a l f o f  ATG stating tl iai i t s  participation in this 
dockci \<,ill be trrniinaicd. aiid \ r i l hd rawng  l l ie ir  p re l l l rd  tcstiniony. Miss Marshall. is that st i l l  the appearailce 
\tatus o f  your clicnt’s panicipat ion? k1S. M,~RSHAL.L:  Yes. i t  IS, sir.”). hrvada Bell f i lcd the prepared testimony 
of several witiiesscs responding to thc Phase 11-B issues raised hy ,ATG. w. Exhih i i  143, Rrhuttal  Test inloi iy 
o fC \ \ cn  S. Johnson -: Proprielarv Lers lon (“Johnson Rrbui ta l  Testiniony - ProDrictary”). 

sC.c E\h ib i t  146. Jwnt Direct Tesrirnonu of Slenhcn V i \  le! and Ikhecca  Oli\ver on Behalf  If o f  WorldCom, 
& 21 10 ( “ \ ’ i ~ i e n O l i i e r ~ ’ ) .  
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the system response time excceded the prescribed standard."3x7 This claim was based upon a 

single performance f a i ~ u r e . " ~  

216. As Ms. lohnsoii explained to the Commission, the single performance miss (on 

one spccific submeasure) identified by WorldCom docs not warrant a recommendation of 

inoncompliance. WorldConi's focus on a single result iynorcs the larger picturc that infomis any 

.itidginciit about checklist compliance or non-compliance."" Failure to meet any one  

measurement o r  sub-nieasurenient usually will nor result in a finding o f  checklist 

noncompliance.~ 

evidence o f  significant competitive injury to support a fiiiding of noncompliance."" 

1uo A single pcrformancc miss must e i ~ h e r  be dramatic o r  accompanied by 

21 7. That is not the casc here."" Moreover, with respect to every other product, 

Nevada Bell returned a FOC to WorldConi v,ithin the benchmark established by the 

C o m m i ~ s i o n . ' ~ '  In addition, WorldCoin did not consider Nevada Bell's performance with 

respect to other sen. ice types and other months. "With only one exception for LNP orders in  

March. on an aggregate basis. Nevada B e l l  returned FOCs to CLECs that were handled on a fully 

electronic basis under the 20-iiiintite benchmark each inonth bctween January and June, 

LVorldConi, finally, did not establish that this single, minor miss resulted in 7001 , 3 J 1 J J  - 
competitive Iiami. 

2 18. I n  light of these other facts, the evidence of a single performance Fdilure presented 

by WorldConi does not justify a finding of  noncompliance.~'" Stated succinctly, the weigh1 o f  

the cvidcncc (Nevada Bell's tcstiniony, Nevada Bell's perfomlance data, Pacific Bell's 

perlbrniancc data, the California OSS Test, and the California Order) points in one direction ~ 

i s -  
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(concluding tha! SBC providrd  FOCs on LiNE Loopa iii 3 snrisfaciory niaiiner even though SBC rcrurned only 85.8 
~percciit of FOCs ui th in 5 hours. missing the 93 pcrceiit uirh in 5 timirs hrnchmark) .  
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recommending to the FCC that Nexada Bell meets this aspect o f t h e  competitive checklist. 

(B) Reject notice 

I .  

an efficient carrier a meaninrful opportunity to compete 
Nevada Bcll returns rciect notices to CLECs in a wav that al lows 

219. Nevada Bell's mechanized and manual systems also return reject notices to 

CLECs expeditiously. PM 3 (A\,erage Reject Notice Intenal)  tracks how quickly Nevada Bell 

pro\'ides to CLECs a "reject" notice indicating that the CLEC's service request cannot be  

processed due to errors on the request. Similar to PM 2, the inumerous P M  3 sub-measures 

( w l i ~ c h  are disaggregated by product type, as well as  the type o f  rejection) fall into the following 

thrcc gcncral calcsories: ( i )  electronically received, electronically returned rejection notices, (ii) 

electronically received. manually returned rejection notices, and (iii)  manually received, 

niantially returned reject notices.""' Nevada Bell has consistently complied with the benchmark 

standards adopted by the Commission, routinely returning timely and accurate reject notices to 

CLECs so that they can submit corrcctcd LSRS.'"' 

220. Performance docs not suffer, moreover, when an LSR falls out o f t h e  mechanized 

process and a Ne\,ada Bell employec must manually return the rcjcct notice. Between January 

and July, 2001, Nevada Bcll returncd 849 electt-onically received, manually handled reject 

notices Tor facililies-hased orders i n  an average o f  1.6 hours. well below the 4-hour 

hcticliniark.'c'' I n  August, Nevada Bell returned 93 reject noticcs on such orders i n  an average of  

I .67 hours, once again iniceling the 4-hour benchmark.'"" This evidence demonstrates that 

Ncvada Bell's Regional OSS provides reject notices in  a timely and consistent manner under 

actual commercial conditions. 

721. Pacific Bell's pcrfonnance buttresses tha t  conclusion. With much larger volumes, 

Pacific Bcll's pcrfonnance w a s  nearly perfect during that same time period. Pacific Bell had 

:,,,, 
SCC cencrallv Exlitbit 144. Johnson Supplemenu1 Kebutial. a t  17-20, 
~- See id at 20-21 (staring that hevada Bell did nor niiss a sin$e PM 3 subnieasulc hetween June and August 

llvhlbir 144. Solmsoii Supplemental Rebilrtal at  2 1-22,  
- Id. a i  ??.  Exhiblr 144, Johnson Sunplenieiital Rebuttal, GSJ Alr.~cliinenl K ,  PM 3, Subnieasure 300700. 
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only two misses for one sub-measure.4"o Between June and August, 2001, Pacific Bell satisfied 

the benchmarks estahlished by the California Commission each month, with much  larger 

volumcs (ranging from 4,400 to 5.000 for facilities-based rejects and 1,200 to 1,500 for resale 

rejects)."" 

222. Finally, Nevada Bell's manual OSS is a viable altematiw for CLECs who choose 

to use them. Nevada Bell perfomiancc results. which reflect actual commercial usage ofNe\,ada 

Bell's manual OSS, show that thc Company returns reject notices in a timely fashion to CLECs 

who submit LSRs manually.'"' Between January and July 2001, Nevada Bell retunied 2,030 

manually received, manually handled reject notices i n  an average of I .64 hours, belorn the 6- 

hour bcnchniark for this measure.'"' Over the three-nionth period between June and August of 

2001. Nevada Bell rctumed reject notices \vithin the 6-hour benchmark every month."" In 

August. Nevada Bell returned 3 5  1 reject notices in an average of 1.64 hours. Again, this 

perfomiance is well below the 6-hour benchmark. These performance results demonstrate that 

Nevada Bell's Regional ordering systems comply wi th  this aspect of the competitive checkl i~t .""~ 
. .  
~- t i .  Issues r d i s e d m a f f ,  BCP. or Competitive Providers 

2 2 3 .  Neither the Staff nor BCP made a reconimendation about Nevada Bell's ordering 

systems. No competitive pro\ ider questiorietl whether Ncvada Bell consistently returned reject 

notices in  a timely manner. Again, the evidcncc supports a recommendation that Nevada Bell's 

OSS satisfies this component of the coinpetitive checklist. 

!i 

1 ,  

Against a benclimark of.?: hours (20 minutes).  Pacific Ilcll's pcrformnnce was .39 hours In June and  .A0 

Id. 
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IC) Service Order Completion ("SOC") notices 

SOC notices inforni a competitive provider that Nevada Bell has completed an order for a n  U N E  

or a resale service.""' Receiving timely information about the status of an order, including SOC 

notices, is imponant to "a competing carrier's ability to monitor orders . . . both for its own 

records and in  order to provide information to cnd user  customer^."^"' Once Nevada Bcll 

physically coinpletes the work for a service order, that order is completed i n  SORI.'"' Ncvada 

Bell then provides the ordering carrier with a SOC notice via EDI, LEX or via facsiinilc, 

dcpcnding upon the inlcrfacc used by the competitive carrier to submit the order. 

- I .  
competinq carriers in a nondiscriminatory manner 

Ncvada Bell provides service order completion notices to 

224. Measurc 18 (Average Completion Notice Interval) assesses how quickly Nevada 

Bell returns scwicc order conlpletion notices to CLECs. Performance for this measure is 

disaggregated for those completion notices that can be returned on a fully mecliani7ed basis and 

thosc that must be manually processed hefore they are returned.'"' Nevada Bell consistently 

rcturns SOC notices to CLECs, which givcs competitive providers critical information so that 

they have a meaningful opportunity to compete. 

not [alter when manual processes intenene. Between June and August, 2001, Nevada Bell 

4 I 0 Moreover, Nevada Bell's performance does 

& Exhibii  110. Gleason'J&nson Direct. GSJ 4t tac l in i rn l  .A. 
'Llmioraiidum Opinion and  Order. Application of IlcllSoutli Corporalion. 13cIISouth Teleconimuiiicatioiis. 

Ser Exhibit I20 Rusron'Lawson Supplemental Dircct1;'I 119 R 146-47. 

;'is originally dcsigiied, die parameters for [lir siib-iiieasures that  assessed performance Tor the fully 
r lecrron~c processes did no! accouiit for rhc ralloiil o f  transactions tha r  can occur i n  thcsc piocesses. M'hen a 
conipleiion ~ i n i i c e  cannor process on a iul l? nirchanizcd basis (rliough i t  i s  dcsigned to do sn), the resulrlng lhllout 
niusl be manually Iidndled io resolve the problem pre\'ent~ng flow through o f  the nurice. In  the 2000 PM revicw, !he 
p a ~ r l c s .  h c h  ii icli ldcd tlic Staff. tK't? Yt.i.Jda Bt.11 and coniprliiive providers. discovered this characteristic ofPM 
13. 

X c u  suh-ni?asures were added that a w s s  Nevada Bell's processing the orders that fallout against a 24-hour 
srandard. The data x t s  for the fully niectianixd sub-niearurcs no lonxer include the fallout, which nou, i s  assessed 
\eparalcl! Nejada  Ucll implrmcnted these changes io PM 18 in hlny. 2001. In June ,  Nevada Bell enpcrienced 
lalloul pcrcrntafr5 greater than f i re  percent for CLEO. and in July, Ncvada Bell misscd t l le belichmark lor LASR 
h} j u s t  .03 percent 5~ Exhibit 144, Johnson Supplemenial Rebuital a t  24. In  Augusi. the benchmark was made for 
hotli Inlerfaccs But. when falliiul did occur Nevada Bcll niet the 24-hour clear completion 100 percent ofthe time. 

,111. 
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I i ic . .  2nd BrllSouth Lonr Distance. Iiic.. lur Provision o f  In-Kcsioii. InierLATA Serv ic r  in Louisiana 1; 130. 
,OX 

Wi 

I10 
Exhibir  144. Johnson Supp~ Rebuttal a t  2.7. 

A chaiigc i t a s  made io ihc n ieawre  io adcquaiely account for the fallout from ihe mechanized proccls. 
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returned 100 percent of manual completion notices wi th in  the 24-hour benchmark.'" Finally, 

thc California OSS Test and Ihe California Order confirni the adequacy of the Regional OSS. 

concluding that it is operationally ready to handle current and rcasonably foreseeable denland.'"' 

Based upon the evidence of record i n  this proceeding, the Commission believes that Nevada Bell 

rerums SOC iiotices to CLECs i n  a timely manncr, providing CLECs with a nieaningrul 

opportunity to compete. Accordingly, the Commission believes the FCC should find that 

Nevada Bell satisfies this aspcct ofChecklist Item 2. 
. .  
II. Issues raised bv Staff. BCP. or competitive providers 

225 .  fieither the Staff nor BCP made a recommendation about Nevada Bell's ordering 

systcnls. and thus  did not qucstion whether Nevada Bell consistently returned service order 

completion noticcs in a timely manner. Only one competitive provider, WorldCom, suggested 

that Uevada Bell did not provide service order conipletioii notices in an acceptable manner. Mr. 

Vivien and Ms. Oliver stated Neljada Bell's performance measurement results indicated some 

SOC notices that should be returned on a fully electronic basis fell out ofNevada Bell's systems 

and required manual handling. 

226.  As Ms.  Johnson explaincd to the Commission, WorldConi's example ofdisparate 

perlbmiance docs [not provide a basis for concludin~ tliar Nevada Bell's ordering OSS do not 

give an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity 10 compete. First, results for the fallout 

submeasure under PM 18 can idcntify issues with the coniplction notice process, but have no 

hcaring on the efficiency of cithcr the LEX or ED1 orderin:: systenis."7 To the contrary, those 

performance Iesults indicatc that Nevada Bell's ordering sysreins are working efficiently, usins 

the systems' robust editing capabilities to reject those orders that contain incomplctc or 

inaccurate inforniation and therefore cannot result i n  ail accuratc clcctronic completion notice 

being dclivcrcd electronically to [ l ie CLEC."' This lype o f  fallout most frequently occurs where 

k Exhibit 144. Johnson S u ~ p l e m e n r a l  Rehtltral a1 24 
See Cali foni ia Order a t  2 ( ' W e  hold !hat P a c ~ f i c  succcssIuIIy passsd !he IndcpendenL ihird-party tesi olhts 

Ss Lil i ibit 112. Jotinson Rrhutral Puhlic 31 I O  
Id. 
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SORD cannot synchronize with data in LASR or CLEO, the two systems that process service 

order completion notices.'" Such mismatches are often caused by errors on the LSR rcceived 

from rhc CLEC."" 

227. Moreover, whilc i t  is true that fallout levels exceeded the 5 percent benchmark lor  

LASR in May and June, Ncvada Bell has dedicated resources to reducing those niisniatch 

conditions tliai i t  can control.'" Nevada Bell's efforts have proven effective. In June. 2001. 

Nevada Bell did fail the benchmark for CLEO, a n d  only (by .03 percent) missed the benchmark 

for LASR in July ,  2001 .'Ix In August, 2001 ~ Nevada Bell satisfied the henchniark established 

by the Comniission for both CLEO and LASR."" 

228. In addilion, PM 18 tracks the timeliness with which Nevada Bell resol\es those 

i t e m s  that fall out from tlie fully electronic process to return a completion nolice to competitive 

providers. Nevada Bell met the "95 perccnt within 24 hours" benchmark established by the 

Coininission in tlic PM Collaborative Proceedings for both WorldCom and CLECs in  aggregate, 

i n  May and June 2001."'" Ncvada Bell also cleared every mismatch and returned a FOC within 

31 hours, 100 percciit of the lime, in  J u l y  and August, 2001 

provide rurther evidence that tlie Rcsional OSS ordering systems satisfy this aspect of 

compliance \\it11 the competitive checklist.'" A rcviem, of the whole picture rcveals thal Nevada 

Bell sat is l ies lh is  aspect of Cliecklist ltcni 2. 

Finally, Pacific Bell's resulls 

(D) Jeopardies 

\ftcr a CLEC rcceives a FOC with a committed duc date for installation o f  229. 

service to the end user, i t  is important for Nevada Bell lo notify rhe CLEC if, for any reason, 

~ 

11" 

111 

111 

SrC Exhibit 142. .Johnson Reburial-Public at 2 .  
S r r  Evhihir 141. Johns011 Supplemenial Reb& a i  24. 

Exhibit 144, Johnson Supplemcl~tal Rebuttal a r  24. 
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scrvice might not be installed on the due  

Nevada Bell cannot meet the committed due date.'"4 

A jeopardy notice informs thc CLEC that 

I. 

that a due date miqht be missed 
Nevada Bell provides CLECs with timely ieopardv notification 

230. PM 6 nieasures the average jeopardy notice interval.'" Nevada Bell provides 

CLECs with the following types ofjeopardy notices: (i) assignment jeopardy notices (jeopardies 

identified during the assignnient process), ( i i )  installation jeopardy notices (jeopardies identified 

during installation and before the committed due time), and (iii) notification of missed 

commitments."" Nevada Bell returns each type o f  notice IO CLECs in a timely fashion.'"' 

Pacific Bell's performance rcsults for PM 6 are similar.''8 These PM 6 results for orders placed 

by CLECs in an actual commercial setting demonstrate that Nevada Bell's Regional OSS 

provides CLECs operating in Nevada (and California) a meaningful opportunity to compete. 

231,  PM 5 also provides inrormation about jeopardies. PM 5, a parity measure, 

specifically assesses how frequently CLECs' scrvice orders are placed in " j e~pardy , " "~  allowing 

the Coinmission to determine ifNevada Bell places CLEC orders in jeopardy more often than its 

own rctail orders. Nevada Bell placcd less than 1 percent o f  competitive providers resale 

rcsidcntial POTS orders in jeopardy between May and August, 2001."" During tliat same 

period, Nevada Bell placed less than 2 percent of  CLECs' resalc Centrex orders in jeopardy."' 

Nevada Bell's pcrforniance rcsults for all typcs of LINE loops demonstrate not only that Nevada 

Bell places very few CLEC orders in jeopardy, but also that i t  places CLEC orders in jeopardy 

BellSouth Second t nu i \ i a i i aOrde r  7 I? I 
See Eshlhlt 140. Direct Tcitinionv o fTc t i y  C Gleason and Guen S.  Johnson and Draft loin! Affidavtt: 

I 2 i 

1'1 
~ 

TCG*GSJ Anachnlent A a t  28 (staling that PM 6 nieasurcs tlir "lime remaining bcween the pre-eutsring committed 
order completion dare and t i m e  (communtcated via the FOC) and the dare and l i m e  the ILEC issues a inmice to the 
~ ' 1 . r . ' ~  iiidic-aiing 311 oi-dcr is iii jropardy ofmlsstng the due date (or the due daie?'tirne has bsen missed)."). 

Id. 
Id. 
See Exhibit 144. .loluisoii SuDplenicntal Reburial, GSJ Attachnlent K. P M  6 .  
See Esl~ihi t  144. Johnson Suvplemenral Rebuttal. GSJ Attachment L, P U G .  Pacific Ucl l  only mtssed 6 

See Exhibit 140. Clsasnniloluisoti Direct a t  
Ser Exliihrt 114. Johnson Supfllemental Reburial, GSJ Attachnirni K, P M  5, Submeasure 551900. 
Ser E\hihtt 141. Johnson Supplemenral Rebuttal. GSJ Attachmeni K, PM 5 ,  Submeasure 552200. 

I l i  

l ? ( i  

42-  

I ? h  

- 
._ 

\uhnieasiiiri one t i t i le  hcrween May and Au_rusl 2001 
I?,, 

,311 

43, 
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less often that i t  places its own retail orders injeopardy.4“ Finally, Nevada Bell did not place a 

single CLEC DSl and DS3 dedicated transport order, or a single interconnection order in 

jeopardy between May and August, 2001.‘“ 

232. Thcse pcrfonnance results demonstrate that Necada Bell provides jeopardy 

notices (&, notices that a confirmed due date will be missed) to competing carriers in a 

noiidiscriiniii~tory manner. 

Ne\ ada Bell satisfies this element of the coinpetitive checklist. 

Thereforc, the Commission believes tlie FCC should find that 

. .  
I I  Issues raised byStaff.BCP. or competitive providers 

233. The Staff, BCP and competitive providers did not raise any issues relating to 

.jeopardy notices. 

(E)  Flow-Throuch 

A 271 applicant’s flov-througli rate call provide probative evidence of checklist 234. 

coinpliancc. A competing carrier’s orders “flo\wthrough” if they are submitted electronically 

and pass through the applicant’s ordering OSS into tlie applicant’s back office systems without 

manual intenention..‘” Thc FCC has looked to flow-through rates as a general indicator of the 

pcrforniance of a BOC’s OSS.4’’ In  looking to flow-througll rates as an indicator of OSS 

periornmancc. the FCC has focused upon whether a 271 applicant’s OSS are capable of flowing 

through a compctitive provider’s orders ill substantially the same time and manner as its own 

orders.'"' 

235 .  Flo\~-tlirougli, while imponant, is not the sole indicator of parity.‘“ Other 

raciors, such as the applicant’s abillty to return timely FOCs and rejection notices, accurately 

process manually handled ordcrs, and to scale the syste~ns. provide equally relevant and 

& Exhib i t  144. Jolmson Supplemenial Rchiitral, GSJ Armchnient K. Phl 5 ,  Submeaswes 552900, 553300. J i l  

55.;500 8. 554100. 
See txhih i t  144. lo11ns(11! Supplemenial Rehurtal. GSI At tachment  K .  PM 5 .  Subni rasur rs  554700, j54S00 

See S K  Te\as Order 1i I70 n .  484 (CIIII I~ SBC ’ [ ~ Y J S  I  llam AItida\.it 31 7, 125).  u. \‘erizon Massachusens Order, ‘1 77 
Verizon I lassacl iuserrs Order. 7 78. 
SRC Texas Order 11 179. 

4 ! t  __ 
S 556300. 
J~:, 

lii 

>:(I 

l i ’  

~ ~ 
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probative evidence that the applicant provides nondiscriminatory access to its ordering 

functions.'" Furthermore, the FCC will not hold a 271 applicant accountable for orders that 

either are rejccted or do not flow through due to competing camers' mistakes.439 

236 .  In light of all o f the  circumstances, i t  is clear that Nevada Bell's Regional OSS are 

capable of achieving high overall levels of order flow through. A careful review of the rcsults of 

actual coiiinicrcial transaciions between CLECs and Nevada Bell indicate that competitive 

proj'idcrs achieved flow through rates as high as 83 percent. Additionally, Nevada Bell's flow 

through rates are similar to Pacific Bell's, and the California Test and the California Order both 

conlirni that an efficienL carricr can achieve high flow through rates. 

I .  

meaninoful opuortunitv to compete 
Nevada Bell's flow-throuqh rate demonstrates that CLECs have a 

237. Measure 4 (Percentage of Flow-Through Orders) tracks the percentage of orders 

that are received through an electronic interface from CLECs and are processed automatically 

through to tlie Regional SORD syste~n. '~" Nevada Bell has implemented flow-through capability 

for many sen ice  order types. 

238 .  Though PM 4 is diagnostic, perfomiance results reflecting actual comniercial 

transactions demonstrate tha t  efficicni carriers can achieve a relatively high level of flow 

through. 

and 83 percent for flow through eligible orders, for new basic UNE Loops and new xDSL UNE 

Loops.44' Similarly, Pacific Bell. for flow through cligible orders for new basic UNE Loops, 

new xDSL UNE Loops and UNE Platform migrations (received through the LEX and ED1 

interfaces), had flow-through rates ranging from 2 2  to 75 percent i n  the sanic pcriod.4'3 For 

44 I Between June and A u y s t .  2001, Nevada Bell had flow-through ratcs between 20 
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rcsidcntial resale orders of all types. flow through rates range between zero and 100 percent for 

Nevada Bell and are between 66 lo 99 percent for Pacific Bell.444 

239. However, thcsc results do not truly reflect the flow-through capabilities of tlie 

Regional OSS for at least three reasons. First, Nevada Bell's (and Pacific Bell's) perforniance 

res~ilts "do not back otii orders thal do not flow-through for CLEC caused reasoi~s, such as a 

inissing or incotiiplele apartment 

Bell to include in performance results certain elcctronically received orders that are not 

programincd to flow through."" The business rule requires Nevada Bell to include orders where 

the sen icc  group type and order type are flow through eligible, but a feature(s) on the order 

restricts the ordcr horn being automatically handled. I n  other words, the business rule requires 

Nevada Bell to report orders that "fall out" (thereby reducing the flow through pcrcentage) even 

u hen such orders arc not flow through eligible.'4' Nevada Bell's performance measurement plan 

differs in  this respect from other SBC pcrlonnance measurcment plans.44x Nevada Bell and 

Pacific Bell's flow through performance would be significantly higher if only the orders that 

were coinplctcly flow-through eligible u'erc included."" 

Second, PM 4's business rules requires Nekada 

230. 1-liird. and most important, examining aggreyatc results can hide the fact that 

CLECs who iisually liave higher volumes of sen icc  requests also have experienced higher flo\v 

Ilirough rates than the rcsults rcporled for tlie CLECs i n  the aggregate. 

carriers interface with the Rrgiotial OSS using the same systems, a wide range of flow through 

r a t a  slrongly implies the competitors, rather than the 271 applicant, are responsiblc for any 

450 Because competing 

Id. 
See Csll ibi i  144. Johnsoil Supplemental Kchurtal at 25  II 19. 
Iil 
IFOI t u ~ n p l c .  a niigratioii ordrr for resale o f2  busincss litic wii tioiitialiy llow through. Howr'er, I f  rhe 

444 

,,< 
, A n  

- 
- 

1,- 

hunring feature is added to rhe order. the ordcr \+ill fall  oul (or manila1 processing by dcsign. Neverrheless, rhis 
order would he counied in the denominator hccausc the service t)pe and order type generally f low through. 

that are not dcsipiied to flo\v through 
that arc dnigncd ro Ilow through. and that are not rejectcd. arc p r n c c w d  illrough ihc ordering system5 without 
nimual iiiiri vci i i io i i . " ) .  

l4ti SN"s Texas performance rcsulrs. Tor c ~ a m p l c .  excluded Troni ihe flow-through calculation those orders 
SBC Texas Order'! 180 ("In otlicr words, over 96 peicent ofEDl orders 

23') 

A < , ,  
F s l i ih i~  144. Johnson Su~p lcmcn la l  Rchurral a t  25  n. 49. 

- Id 
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“poor” flowthrough perfonnance.‘51 Those carriers that process the most orders have achieved 

higher flow through rates, which demonstrates that the Regional OSS is capable of flowing 

Ihrough orders placed by CLECs in substantially the same time and manner as Nevada Bell’s 

orders.”’ 

241. Finally, the Califoniia Test and the California Order both confirm that co~icIusion. 

During the two third-party ordering tests conducted 011 the Regional OSS, over 97 percent of 

ordcrs flowed through during the first test. During the second test, over 93 percent oforders 

flowed through Recognizing this, the California Commission rejected the CLECs’ request to 

retest the systems’ flowthrougti capabi lities.45.’ 

While it is not possible to detect from looking at an order whether i t  
flowed through or was manually processed, there was a general test 
L guideline. Receipt of an order FOC within the Performance Measure # 2 
henchmark o f 2 0 ni inutes. a bscnt errors from the  t ime o f  LSR i ssuance 
u n t i l  the time of FOC receipt, indicated that the mechanized LSR had 
flowed through without human intervention. 

During the Capacity phase of the OSS test, CGE&Y recorded tens of 
Lhousands of flow-through orders. Using the 20-minute response time for 
FOC flouj-through, i t  is highly unlikely that there was any significant 
unperceived manual intervention of orders passing through Pacific’s OSS 
system. Therefore, \ve find CGE&Y acted reasonably in its flow-through 
assessment during the test. and see no need for retesting this aspect.‘” 

Accordingly, [lie Commission believes the FCC should find that Nevada Bell satisfies this 

element o f  the Competitive Checklist 

.. 
I I .  Issues raised bv Staff. BCP, or competitive providers 

212. The Staff witness Dr. Otsuka testified that Nevada Bell’s flow-lllrough rates were 

I-clatively low and suffcred from small sample sizes.‘” LVorldCom witnesses Mr. Vivien and 

Ms. Olivcr also raised conccriis about the “pcrlormance efficiency of Nevada Bell’s systems.” 

See Bcll  .4tlantic Nen York Order 9”; 166-67 8 I 8 1  
See. c . ~ ,  Verizon Massachuseus Order 11 78. 
CJlitornia Order at  89. 
Id 
& Fxliihir 152. Otsuka Phasc ll-B Dlreci a i  17 

1’1 
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tcstifying, that based upon their review of U'orldCom performance results for Marc11 through 

June, 2001. flow through rates were low.'i" 

213. Howcver, it appears that Dr. Otsuka's and WorldCom's critique of Nevada Bell's 

flow through rates did not take into account the construction of PM 4. PM 4 actually measures 

two aspects of flo~v through."' The first is an assessment of the percentage of service 

grouplorder types that are programmed to flow through: but that assessment does not make 

exccptions for orders that contain service features, such as hunting, that cannot be processed 

electronically b u t  instead require manual handling."* Because exceptions are not made for 

those features that require manual Intervention, it is unlikely that submeasurements for service 

grouplorder types would ever achievc extremely high levels o f  flow through."' PM 4 also 

asscsscs the percentage of orders received electronically that are processed on a flow through 

basis, regardless of whether the orders were prograrnmcd for flow, through."" These results 

oh\;iously would ne\er be high.'"' 

234. Moreover, as Stephen Huston and Beth Lawson explained in their rebuttal 

testimony, the California Tesl thoroughly and coinpletely tested the flow through capabilities of 

the Regional OSS. The California Test Master Plan required the Test Administrator to track (but 

not nieasurc) flow through during the test.'"' Although the TA and tlie TG did not calculatc flow 

through rates for either the capacity or stress rests, they did provide the raw data in their final 

report and 

During tlie second test. the capacity stress test, tlie flow through rate was 93.5 percent. 

rates, \vliile eslremely high, even include orders thai were deliberatelv desiqned to fall out for 

The no\\ through rate during the capacity test was 97.3 p e r c e ~ i t . ~ " ~  
41,: Those 

& E k l i i h i ~  146. V i v i e n ' O l i ~ c r  Dirccl a! I I 

Id. 
Exhihit 112 ai I O  

Id. 
& tihih i !  1 2 1 .  Rebuttal l'estimonv nfSlrDhcn DIHuaion and Rcth Lawson at  12 ("Husion'Lawsnn 

-~ Rehurral"). 
Id. 
- Id. a t  12-1 3. 
- Id., Fxhibir I 2 1  a r  I 2  
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4 h (, manual processing. 

high flow through rates. The fact that some CLECs do not, however, docs not justify a finding 

of nonconipIiance.'Oi 

This evidence clearly demonstrates that an efficient CLEC can achieve 

245. Finally, when orders fall out of the Regional OSS, Nevada Bell promptly 

processes those orders accurately. Bctujecn June and August, 2001, Nevada Bell retumcd IO0 

percent of electronically received. manually returned FOCs within the benchmark standards 

agreed lo by ihc Staff, the BCP, and competitive providers. and approved by the Commission in  

the PM collaborative proceedings.'"z For example, in May. June, July, and August of 2001. 

Nevada Bell returned a FOC on 21, 59, 35 and 67 orders for an xDSL capable loop in a n  average 

of 1.91, 2.84, 2.33 and 2.98 hours, well within 6-hour 

J u l y ,  and August, 2001, Nevada Bell returned a FOC on 44, 28,25 and 10 LINE basic loop 

orders in 1.66, I .66, 1.76, I .95, and 1.56 hours, also well within 6-hour benchmark.'" 

Similarly, in May, June, 

246. Flow-through, whilc important. i s  not the sole indicator of parity."' The 

applicant's ability to return tiinely FOCs and reject ioticcs. and accurately process manually 

handled orders, provide equally relevant and probative evidence that the applicant provides 

nondiscriminatory access to its orderins functions. 

clear that Nevada Bell's Regional OSS are capable of achieving high overall levels oforder flow 

through. For this reason, the Commission believes that (he FCC should conclude that Nevada 

Bcll has satisfied this component of the Competitive Checklist. 

412  In light of all of the circunlstances, i t  is 

/ i  

/ I  

,4trachmeni I3 io Exhibit 1 2 1 .  Hu<ton Lawson Rehuiial Altdchment B at 0 n.  30. 
See SBC Kansas<Oklahoma O d r T  11' & 116 (Ltaiing i l ia i  the FCC m i l l  in01 hold a DOC accountable for 

r~cjriird ordei~5 sild urdrrs rhai  fa i l  tu no)\ ihroush for rrasons \\ iihin the coiitrol ofCLECs); SBC Texas Order 11 
176 (accnrd); Brll Atlantic Web' York Order a: 17s (accord): BellSouth Second Louisiana Order 17 I 1 1 - 1 2  (accnrd). 

4C.R 

I<,; 

I(>n 

A,,', 
SeC Exhibit 1-11, lohnson SuDplemental Rebuital a t  19. 
SCe Exhibit 144. Johnson Supplemental Kebiitral a t  19.; Atlachmcnt GSJ K (PM 2 .  Sub.nieasurc5 203900 

and 2 13900). 
1711 __ S r e  Fahibii  141. Johnson Suuplemcntnl RebutiJ1 a t  I 9  ; Atiachmcni GSI K I P M  2 Sub-mmsurc 203601 & 
?13bllll. 
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C .  Provisionins 

( I )  Overview 

Nevada Bell has demonstrated that it provisions UNEs for CLECs in substantially 217. 

the same time and manner as i i  pro\.isions orders for its own retail customers. 

(2 )  Standard 

Under Checklist I t en  2 the FCC will evaluate whether Nevada Bell provisions 218. 

CLEC custoniers' orders for resale and UNE-PlatTorm ("UNE-P") services in substantially the 

sanie time a n d  manner as i t  provisions ordcrs for its own rerail c~s ton ie rs .~"  To make this 

dctennination the FCC will  first cxamine the procedures that Nevada Bell follows when 

provisioning competitors' orders."' After examining those procedures, the FCC will evaluate 

Nevada Bell's performance with respect to provisioning timeliness (& missed due dates and 

average installation intervals) and provisioning quality (&., service problems experienced at the 

provisioning srage).':' 

249. We analyze many provisioning issues under thcir respective checklist items. For 

example, we evaluate Nevada Bell's provision of U N E  loops under Checklist Item 4. Under 

Checklist lteni 14. we evaluate Ncvada Bell's provisioning of resale products, including POTS 

and specials. In the scction that follows, we cvaluate the Regional OSS provisioning of U N E  

p I at fomis . 

(3)  Aiialysis 

(.A) Provisioninq Process 

Nc\,ada Bell's provisioning proccsscs do not discriminate hctween wholesale and 250. 

retail ordcrs. Once servicc orders are crcarcd. and thc provisioning process begins, thcrc is parity 

witli the provisioning for Nevada Bell's retail orders.'"' The identical legacy systems used to 
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provision Nevada Bell orders are also used to provision CLEC orders.”’ Once a wholesale ordcr 

reachcs these back office (legacy) systems, i t  is processed in a nondiscriminatory manner with 

retail orders.‘”x 

(B) Provisioniiiq Timeliness and Quality 

.Although Nevada Bell had less than a dozen UNE-P products in service, Pacific 251 .  

Bcll had over 68,000 in service as of A u y s t .  2001. Nevada Bell and Pacific Bell’s UNE-P 

provisioning processes are the same. .Accordingly, Pacific Bell’s PM results provide probative 

c\,idencc o f t h e  timeliness and quality of Nevada Bell’s provisioning processes. Between June 

and August. 2001, Pacific Bcll did not miss a single provisioning submeasure for the W E - P  

product. Less than one-half of  one percent of orders were placed in j e ~ p a r d y , ~ ”  installation 

intcrvals wcrc less than onc-half day,’*” and missed due dates reported under PM I 1  rcsulted lo 

Lero percent. 

Bell’s customers. During the June to August 2001 time frame, installation troubles tracked under 

PM I7 were a l~out  one-half percent of one percent o f  ricw orders.”’ This evidence substantiates 

and corroboratcs the California PUC’s conclusion that the Regional OSS satisfies the 

requirements of  Checklist Item 2.”’ 

48 I CLEC custoiiiers also experienced installation troubles less often that Nevada 

d.  Maintenance and repair 

252.  Nevada Bell has dcmonstratcd that it provides nondiscriminatory access to 

niaintenance and repair functions i n  compliance Iv i th  the requiremcnts of the Act. First, Nevada 

Bell has dcploycd the necessary interfaces. systems, and personnel to enable requesting carriers 

LO acccss the same niaintenance and rcpair functions tha t  the Company provides to itself. 

Second, the Regional OSS allows CLECs to x c e s s  niaintcnance and repair functions in 
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substantially thc same time and manner as Nevada Bell's retail operations. Third, Nevada Bell 

reslorcs scrvice to customers of competing carriers in substantially the same time and manner as 

i t  rcstores service to its own customers. Fourth, Nevada Bell performs maintenance and repair 

work for customers of competing carriers at substantially the same level of qualily that it 

provides to its own customers. 

p) Standard 

CLECs that provide servicc through resale or unbundled network elements 253.  

( inc lud in~  the UNE-Platfonn) remain dependent upon Nevada Bell for maintenance and repair. 

Coiisequently, as part of its obligation to pro\,ide nondiscriminatory access to OSS funclions, 

Nevada Bell must provide requesting carriers wi th  nondiscriminatory access to its niaintenancc 

and repair systenis."~ To the  extcnt Nevada Bell performs analogous maintenance and repair 

functions for its rctail operations, i t  must provide competing carriers access that cnables them 10 

perronn maintenance and repair functions "in substantially the same time and manncr" as the 

niaintcnance and repair services that Nevada Bell provides its retail customers.'" 

254. Nondiscriminalory or equivalcnt ~ C C C S S  ensures that CLECs can assist customers 

cxpcrienciiig service disruptions using the same network iiiformatioil and diagnostic tools that 

are availablc lo Nevada Bell personnel.'"" Withoul equivalent access, CLECs could be placed at 

a conipctitivc disadvantage because their cusiomer might view a problem wi th  Nevada Bell's 

net\vork as oiic wi th  the coinpcting carrier's ow11 nctwork. 4x7 

I :  
I ,  

I ,  
i! 

I '  
I ,  

1 ,  
I /  

' /  

Bell .Atlantic N c a  York Order. " 2 1 2 .  Second DellSoutll I.ouisiana Ordzr. I 3  FCC Rcd ai 20692: 

Bell Atlant ic Ncu York Order 7 2 I ? :  

I X d  

,Am?i~irrcIi M i c h i r a n  Order, I2 FCC Rcd at 20613. 20600-61 

0 ? 

1x1 & Sccond BellSouth I m m i a n a  Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 20692- 
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( 3 )  Anal vsi s 

1.4) 
to afford CLECs nondiscriminatorv access to maintenance and repair functions 

While Nevada Bell need not provide an application-to-application interface for 

Nwada Bell has deuloyed the interfaces, systems and uersonnel necessary 

255. 

accessing maintcnance and repair 

interface to encourage the developn~ent of competition. Electronic Bonding Trouble 

Adntinisrrarion ("EBTA") is a n  application-to-application interface developed to incorporate 

national standards based upon ANSI TlMl.227/218 for trouble reporting and obtaining repair 

status updates.'") EBTA allows CLECs to submit trouble reports and receive status and closure 

information.'"" With EBTA, competitive providers have the opportunity to integrate information 

into its own back office systenis in  the same manner that Nevada Bell has integrated its side of 

EBTA into the Company's back office systems.'"' EBTA provides CLECs with equivalent 

access to Nevada Bell's maintcnance and repair function. 

the Company nevenheless developed such a n  

256. The Regional OSS also provides CLECs a third electronic option for ~ C C C S S  

maintenance and repair functions. Toolbar Trouble Administration ("TBTA") is a graphical user 

interfacc similar to PBSM that CLECs can use to initiate and receive MLT test results for resold 

POTS lines and POTS-like UNE combinatiolls (x. LINE platfoml). CLECs also may use 

TBTA to initiate DC and AC tests. as well as receive trouble history reports for such hncs. 

While TBTA is an SBC proprietary interface, i t  uses inany industry standard fields and 

definitions. TBTA, unlike PBSM, provides requesting carriers an electronic interface for certain 

special seri ices. 

257. In addition to TBTA a n d  EBTA. rcquesting carriers may submit trouhle reports 

directly to the Local Operations Center ("LOC")."" Both retail and wholesale POTS trouble 

I l l  
~ 

Id 
T h e  niission o f i h e  LOC I S  to ensure that CLECs receive rnaiiitrnance and  repair x r w c c s  in the s ame  time 

31111 nianiirr o s  those pro\ idcd ro Uevada Bell 's  retail cuslonwrs.  Exhibit 128. Adoption and  Supplemental  Direct 
Tesrinionv o f  Llavid R. Sinlth and Draft Affidavit  or Sam M Tenerelli. a '  27 I"Smirh Direct") As of July 2000, rhe 

4'1, 

4',2 
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